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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

)
. )
Republicans for Choice Political Action Committee ) MUR 5173
and Ann E. W. Stone, as treasurer )

)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

L STATEMENT OF THE CASE
On February 13, 2001, the Federal Election Commission (“the Commission’) found -

reason to believe that the Republicans for Choice Political Action Committee, and Ann E. W.

Stone, as treasurer (the “Committee”) violated

2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by knowingly accepting prohibited
contributions in the form of forgivencss of debts from three corporate vendors, Ann E. W. Stone
and Associatcs, Inc. (“ASA™). Saturn Corporation (“*Saturn”™) and Diversificd Data Processing &

Cansulting, Inc. dba Diversiticd Data & Communications, Inc. ("Diversificd™).

Q2ULS.C § 438 See 2S00 § 453 Tuta) 20 The audn covered the periodd trone Janaamy 1. 1S though
1- Iq]\ll)_

Ths matter was generated trom a Commission mudit of the Commitiee undertaken i accordance with

December 31,1996, The Commission approved the Final Awdit Report on December
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The Committee responded to the Commission’s reason to believe findings on April 6,
2001 and April 18, 2001.* This Office requested additional information from the Committee by

letter dated May 3, 2001, and the Committee responded on May 17, 2001.

';l;is Office is also prepared to recommend
that the Commission find no probable cause to believe that the Committee violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a) by accepting contributions in the form of forgiveness of debts from Satum and
Diversified and that the Commission take no further action with respect to the Committec’s

acceptance of contributions in the form of forgiveness of debts from ASA.

! The Commiitiee did not respond timely. By letier dated March 13, 2001 but received Narch 20, 2001, the
day after its response was due, the Conmittee requested an extension of time w respond until Apnl 20, 2001, This
Oftice offered to grant the extension on the condition that the Committee consent 1o ol the statute of limitanons and
extend time to institute a civil law enforcement suit for 32 days, @i length of the requested extension The
Conmnittee, however, woukd not sign a tolling agreement. “The Commission then considered amld desicd the
Committee™s extension request. On April §, 2001, this Office informed the Committee that any response would be
considered late-submitted and may not be considered. amd that s Office was moving on 10 1he neat stage of the
cnforeenmient process. By fetter dated April 6, 2001, the Commutice addressed the Conmssion’s denal o s
extension of time request and the reason to believe lndings concernmg the vendor fingin eness of Commattee debis
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Il. ANALYSIS

A. LAW

1. Contributions

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. §§ 431-4:55 (“the
Act™) provides that a contribution includes any gift, subscription, loan, advance, deposit of
money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election for
federal office. 2 U.S.C. § 431(8)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(a)(1). “Anything of value” includes all
in-kind contributions. 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(a)(1)(iii).

A loan includes a guarantee, endorsement, ar;d any other form of security. 11 C.F.R.

§ 100.7(a)(1)(i). A loan which exceeds the contribution limitations shall be unlawful whether or
not it is repaid. Jd. A loan is a contribution at the time it is made and is a contribution to the
extent that it remains unpaid. 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(a)(1)(i)(B). However, a loan of money by a
state bank, federally chartered depository institution, or a depository institution where the
.accourits ate insured by the Fe(ieral Deposit Insurance Corporation or the National Credit Union
Association and made in the ordinary course of business are not considered contributions as long
as certain conditions are met. 2 U.S.C. § 431(8)(B)(vii); 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(b)(11).

No person shall make contributions to any political committee in any calendar year
which, in the aggregate, exceed $5,000. 2 US.C. § 441a(a)(1)(C). No polilic.ul committee shall
knowingly accept any contribution that violates the contribution limitations. 2 ULS.C. § 441a(f).

Corporations arc prohibited from making contributions in connection with a federal -
clection. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a): 11 C.F.R.§ T14.2(b). No candidate, political committee or other

person shall knowingly accept or receive a prohibited contribution, 7. A prohibited
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contribution includes “any direct or indirect payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift
of money, or any services or anything of value.” 2 U.S.C. § 441b(b)(2).
2. Extension of Credit and Debt Settlement

The extension of credit by any person is a contribution unless the credit is ex:tended in the
ordinary course of the person’s business and the terms are substan.tially similar to extensions of
credit to nonpolitical debtors that are of similar risk and size of obligation. 11 C.F.R.

§ 100.7(a)(4). If a creditor fails to r;alce a commercially reasonable attempt to collect the debt, a
contribution will fésult. Id.;see 11 CF.R. §§ 116.3 and 116.4. If a debt owed by a politica-l
committee is forgiven or settled for less than the amount owed, a contribution results unless such
debt is settled in accordance with the standards set forth at 11 C.F.R. §§ 116.3 and 116.4. Id.

A corporation in its capacity as commercial vendor® may extend credit to a political
committee or another person on behalf of a political committee provided the credit is extended in
the ordinary course of the corporation’s business and the terms are substantially similar to
extensions of credit to nonpolitical debtors thai are of similar risk and size of obligation.*

11 C.F.R. § 116.3(b); see also Advisory Opinion (“AO™) 1979-36.

Commercial vendors are “any persons providing goods or services to a candidate or political committee
whose usual and normal business involves the sale, rental, lease or provision of those goods or services.™ 11 C.F.R.
§ 116.1(c).

! Extension of credit may include. but is not limited to: (1) any agreement between the creditor and politieal
committee that the full payment is not due until alter the creditor provides goods or services to the political
commitiee: (2) any agreement between the creditor and the political committee that the political committee will have
additional time to pay the creditor beyomd the previously agreed to due date: and (3) the tailure of the political
committee 1o make full payment to the creditor by a previously agreed to due date. 11 CFR.§ 110.1(e).

? In AQ 1979-36. the Conunission considered an extension of credit by a direet mail fundraising and
nirketing organization to i political commitiee for a direct mail fundraising campaign. The proposed agreement
provided that a portion of solicited funds would be used to pay the fundraiser for the costs of operating and
developing the program amd that the fundraiser would incur initial expenses for the carliest fundraising materials, amd
would bill the conmittee for these amounts plus its fee. The Commission coneluded that amounts expeded by the
tundrser wounld not be contributions as tong as: 1) the proposed agreement was of a type that was normal industy
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To determine if credit was extended in the ordinary course of the vendor's business, the
Commission will consider (1) whether the commercial vendor followed its established
procedures and its past practice in approving the extension of credit; (2) whether the ct;mmercial
vendor received prompt payment in full if it previously extended credit to the same é-andidate or
political committee; and (3) whether the extension of credit conformed to the usual and normal
practice in the commercial vendor’s trade or industry. 11 C.F.R. § 116.3(c).

The Commission’s regulations provide procedures for debt settlement. See 11 C.F.R. part
116. Specifically, the regulations permit debt settlement between a political committee and a
commercial vendor if the vendor has treated the debt in a commercially reasonable manner,
namely, if the initial extension of credit was made in accordance with 11 C.F.R; § 116.3; the
candidate or political committee has undertaken all reasonable efforts to satisfy the outstanding
debt, including but not limited to, engaging in fundraising efforts, reducing overhead and

administrative costs and liquidating assets; and t!}_e commercial vendor has pursued its remedies
as vigorously as it would pursue its remedies against a nonpolitical debtor in similar
circumstances.® 11 C.F.R. § 116".4(d), see 11 C.F.R. §§ 116.4(b) and (c). In addition, the
requirements of 11 C.F.R. §§ 116.7 or 116.8, as appropriate, including submission of information

and Commission review of the debt settlement, must be satisfied. 11 C.F.R. §§ 116.4(b) and (c).

practice and contained the type of credit which was exiended in iz fundraiser’s business with terms which were
substantially similar to those given to nonpohtical and political deiors ol simalar risk and size of abligation: amld
2} the costs charged the committee for services were ai least the remmal charge for those tvpes of services.

“ Such remedies may include. but are not limited 1o oral asd written requests for pavment: withholding
delivery of additional goads or services until overdue debis are saesGed: imposition of additional charges or
penalties for late pavient: referral 1o a commercial deb collecton semvice aad titigation. 1UCF R § Hoddah,
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An ongoing political c_ommittee7 shall not settle any outstanding debts for less than the

entire amount owed, but may request a Commission determination that such debts are not
payable under 11 C.F.R. § 116.9® and may resolve disputed debts under 11 C.F.R. § 1:16.10.

11 C.FR. § 116.2(b). A creditor may forgive the outstanding balance of a debt oweéi by an
ongoing committee if the creditor and the ongoing committee have satisfied the requirements of
11 C.F.R. § 116.3 regarding extensions of credit by commercial vendors, the debt has been
oufstanding for at least 24 months, and either the creditor has exercised reasonable diligence in
attempting to locate the ongoing committee and has been unable to do so; or the ongoing

committee 1) does not have sufficient cash-on-hand to pay the creditor; 2) has receipts of less

than $1,000 during the previous 24 months; 3) has disbursements of less than $1,000 during the
previous 24 months; and 4) owes debts to other creditors of such magnitude that the creditor
could reasonably conclude that the ongoing committee will not pay this particular debt.

11 C.F.R. § 116.8(a). A creditor that intends to forgive a debt owed by an ongoing committee

shall notify the Commission by letter of its intent. 11 C.F.R. § 116.8(b).

An “ongoing commiittee™ is any political committee that has not terminated and does not quahfy as a
terminating committee. 11 CER. § 116.1(b). Sewe 11 CER. § 116 1a) (delinigion of ternunating commitiee),

* A political committee may request that the Conmission determine that @ debt owed to a ereditor is not
payable for purposes of the Act if the debt has been outstanding for an least 24 months, the requitements of 11 CER.
§ 116.9(h) or (c), as appropriate, have been satisficd and the'crediton has gone out of business and no other entity has
a tight to be paid the amount owed; or the political committee has exercised reasonable diligence in attempting
lacate the creditor and has been unable o do so. 11 CEFR§ 11609). The ongoing political committee shall make
this request m wrting, demonstrating thin the requireniems of 11 CFR §$§ 1103 and 110,900 are satistied. and
shall continue to disclose the debt until the Conmmssion has reviewed the request amd determined that the deb is ot
pavable. 11 CFR.§§ 116.9¢¢) amd ().
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F. REPORTING OF DEBTS AS “ADJUSTED BY VENDOR” o

Based on the Committee’s response and other

- _ informatioﬁ obtained. in the course of this Office’s investigation, it appears that the Committee

failed to properly repo;t.its debts and oblig;nions when it filed amended debt schedules for 1995

and 1996 in August 1999 that disclosed that debts owed to 11 vendors were “Adjusted by

0 Although the April 2001 amendment includes occupation and name of employer information for some
contributors that the Commitice had formerly reponed as information requested, the Committce has not corrected the
crrors identified by the audit revicw. The Committee submitted a letter dated April 19, 2001 with the amendments
stating that its original solicitation includes “a clear and conspicuous request for the contributor information and
informs the contributor of the requirements of federal law for the reporting of such information,” and that it makes
follow-up written and telephone reguests for the information. Attached 10 the Tetter were form examples of a
solicitation response card, a follow-up letter amd a elephone Jog.

It appears that the Commitice subminted this letter and atachments in an ellont o demonstraie that a nade
best efforts 1o oblain the occupation and mame of employer information. Sec 2 US.C§ 403200 H O FR,
§ 104.7¢h). When the treasurer of i political comnutiee shows that best efforts have been mude Lo abtn, niuntam
amd submit the infornution regaired by the Act any teport shalt be considered w compliannee with the Act. 2 UN.C
§43200): 11 CER.§ 1047, The regalations pros sde gaidance on best efforts to obtitin dentification from
contributors. Nee 11 CEF.RC§ 104.7(h), However, iest eftonts are irrelevant where, as wre, the Conmties obtined
the necessary information but Giled o diselose o s eporis The Commitiee has never ssplamed why o tofed
disclose accupation and mame of cmployer infotnazon than was available i os teconds
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Vendor™ when no adjustments actually occurred. The Committee’s amended debt schedules for
1995 and 1996 filed in August 1999 included annotations stating that a total of $223,590 in debts
owed to 11 vendors were “Adjusted by Vendor.”' The 1995 amended schedules stat;d that one
debt of $1,060, owed to Gannon, McCarthy, Mason, Ltd. (“Gannon”) was “vendor zi-djusted.”
The 1996 amended schedules stated that the following debts were “Adjusted by Vendor:"” ASA
($92,393.60); Saturn ($40,910.58); Diversified ($18,400); Valley Press ($53,866.85); Direct
Approach ($5,828.01); The Widmeyer Group ($3,082.50); Palmer _Tecl;nical Services
($4.,441.65); Touch Tone Marketing ($876.30); Chicago Telemarketing ($910.02') and Larry
McCarthy ($1,820). |
Initially, the Commission found reason to belicve that the Committee received prohibited
contributions in the form of debt forgiveness from three corporations, ASA, Saturn, and
Diversified. This finding was based on the annotations on the Committee’s amended reports,
other Committee reports, and other available information from the audit including schedules of
accounts payable and a small number of vendor documents.?* There was no a;vailable evidence
indicating that these debts were properly settled under the Commission's regulations; for
example, the vendors had not notified the Commission that they intended to forgive the debts.

See 11 C.F.R. §§ 116.2,116.3, 116.4, 116.8.

M - . “ ey - - - - . . .
I'he Commission’s audit revealed that the Committee had disclosed only the federal portion of its debis, and

the lnterim Audit Report recomnmwended that the Committee file amended repornts disclosing both the federal and non-
fedvral portions of its debis and obligations. “The Commitiee filed comprehensive amended reports for 19935 and
1996 an August 16, 1999 (1993) and August 20, 1999 (1996). The Committee liled addinonal amendiments 1o s
190 sunmary pages aind Nchediles 1 on Augast 23, 1999 and October 28, 1999,

Specificaily, the Commmtee provided schiedules of accounts payable as of December 23, 1994 and
Jamiary 1. 1997 which hist invoice dates. amounts and, in some cases. the purponied federal amd non-federal share of
eapemditures, Inaddition. the Commttee’s vendm documents included some imoices, letters o vendms iom the
Communee, amd contracls. )
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T It appears that the Comnnttee fail;ad t; pl-'operiy r-eport -del-)ts and obligations it owed to

11 vendors on its 1995 and 1996 amended debt schedules filed in 1999 by reportin_g adjustments

by the ven.dors that had not actually occurred. The Committee admits that it reported |
adjustments by vendors that the vendors actually did not make. The Committee ¢.:ontends that it
placed the annotations “Adjusted by Vendor” on the amended schedules “in 'en'or." Specifically,
in its April 6, 2001 letter to the Commission, the Committee asserts that Huckaby, Davis &
Associates {*Huckaby”),

which prepared those amended Schedules D, has reported to us that they made
those entries in error due to what has now turned out to be a misinterpretation by
them of the desires expressed by the Commission’s audit staff. Those amended
Schedules D were prepared by [Huckaby) after consulting with the Commission’s
audit staff and in a good faith belief that the “Adjusted by Vendor” entries would
conform to recommendations from the audit staff. However, in fact no
adjustments were made by the vendors in question and there has been no
forgiveness of debt by the three vendors.

The Commiittee’s April 18, 2001 letter reiterated that the “error was due to a misunderstanding
which arose when personnel of the accounting firm, which assisted the Committec, discussed
with the Commission’s audit staff the recommendations™ in the Interim Audit Report and that
“|i]n fact. no adjustments in the debts duc those three corporate vendors were made or agreed to

by any of the three corporate vendors™ or by the Committee.™

portion of shared debts: however, at no time prior o the ilmg ol the 199 amendments did any iember of the
Conmussion’s Audit staft discuss with anyone associated with the Conmittee any debt bess “Adjusted B Vendm”
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In response to a request from this Office for additional information conceming the alleged
misunderstanding and the apparent extensions of credit, the Committee provided a memorandum
dated May 16, 2001 from Lisa Lisker of Huckaby.2* Ms. Lisker states that Huckaby aavised the
Committee in the preparation of comprehensive amendments for 1995 and 1996 “in response to
and in accordance with our understandi'ng of the findings and recommendations of”* the Audit
staff. She continues that for the Debts and Obligations schedules, Huckaby recommended the

Committee use the ending balances from its 1994 year-end report, which could not be confirmed

from the Committee’s records. She states:-

Then, using information compiled by [Committee] staff (from.existing files as
well as through vendor contacts), we arrived at ending balances for each vendor
for 1995 and 1996. [The Committee] then-figured the appropriate amounts for the
“Amount Incurred this Period” and “Amount Paid this Period” columns of the

‘Schedules D.
In some cases, the “Amount Incurred this Period” resulted.in a negative
number. These were noted as being “Adjusted by Vendor.” This notation was
never meant to indicate any type of debt settlement with the vendors. It simply

meant that ending balances due each vendor had been confirmed to the best of our
abilities, based on [the Commiittee’s] records and on information provided by

vendors.

Ms. Lisker also states that revised amendments were filed deleting this notation upon notification
that the Commission viewed the annotations to mean debt settlement or forgiveness and
“adjustments werc made in the amounts incurred and to the 1995 ending balances, to reflect. to

the best that can be determined. the net amounts for cach year. The ending balance for 1996 did

o Mr. Davis subscquently told & member of the Commission™s Audit stat® tat he lad not prepared the
Committee’s amended Schedules D for 1995 and 1996 filed in August 1999, and did not make the annoations tha
these debts were “Adjusted by Vendor.™ By fetter daved NMay 3, 2001, this Otice requested additional informaton
lrom the Conmittee to clarify this diserepaney and w obitain additional information concerning the apparent dels
lorgiveness. Counsel for the Committer states, in his May 17, 2001 letter, than My, Davis explained that Huchaby
included the annotations on the debt schedules “not o suggest there bad been any forgaveness of debts, but o bing
the figures in line with what that firm understood sere the indings and suggesions of the Conmmssion’s Awmdu
Division™ and suggests that there is some “confusion™ or misundenstanding of M Davis® esponse.
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not change.” Finally, the Committee contends that the Commission’s Audit staff found that the
Committee’s amended Debt Schedules “filed in 1999 had ‘materially disclosed the requested
information’ and, as a result of their fieldwork, that there was no question of improper- debt
forgiveness.”2* '

The Committee filed amended 1995 and 1996 Schedules D with its April 18, 2001
response. These amended schedules differ in several respects from the amended schedules filed
by the Committee in August 1999: they do not-state-that the debts.owed.to ASA, Saturn,
Diversified, or the other vendors were “Adjusted by Vendor,” and many of the fiéures have
changed significantly.?® For _example, the amount listed as incurred in 199S.Ifor ASA was
reduced from $96,231.34 on the 1999 amendments to $3,837.74 on the 2001 . amendments, the '
outstanding balance at the end of 1995 and the beginning of 1996 changed from $103,192.20 to
$10,798.60, and the amourit incurred in 1996 changed from “(92,393.60) Adjusted by Vendor” to

$0.00. Similarly, for Saturn the amount listed as incurred in 1995 changed .from $93,478.46 to
$52,567.88, the outstanding balance at the ;:nd of 1995 and the beginning of 1996 changed from
$96,493.50 to $55,582.92 and the amount incurred.in 1996 changed from *(40,910.58) Adjusted
by Vendor” to $0.00. Thus, the Committee changed many of the figures reported in the 1999

amendments as well as deleting or changing the annotations conceming vendor adjustments.

» . - N . . ’ b
It is accurate 1o state that the amendments tiled by the Committee in 1999, as they refated 1o the disclosure

of the non-federal share of debts, were materially correct: however, the annotated entries tor the 11 vendors were not
cansidered materially correct.. Morcover. the revised amendments tiled in April 2001 include ditTerent numibers in
some of the columus of the schedules.

" Although the debt to Gannon on the revised 1993 amendment is now annotated “Canrected by vendor™
instead of “vendor adjusted.” the amount incurred, 2 eduction of $1.060_ has not changed. Wnow appeans that the
Conmittee’s report reflected a cortection i the unoumt oned (o thes vendor aiher than a Saeveness ol the
Conuittee™s debi.
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Other available information supports the Committee’s contention that the annotations on

the amendments filed in 199.9 were incorrect and that no debt forgiveness occurred. In particular,
several vendors, including Saturn, Diversified and Valley Press deniec_l that they forga\:re any debt
owed by the Committee. According to Diversified, there was no credit or reduction .'to the
Committee’s debt in 1996 and the Committee had paid the balance by August 5, 1996. In
addition, documents obtained from Saturn do not reflect any debt forgiveness on-' adjustment of
$40,910.55; to the contrary, t.hey indicate that Saturn made efforts to obtain payment from the
Committee.?’ See 11 C.FR. §§ 116.4(d)(3), 116.8(b)(3). Monthly statements Saturn sent to the'

Committee do not reflect any large adjustment and indicate balances owed between $34,640.67

and $41,896.03 in 1995 and 1996.2

2 For example, a letter agreement dated November [ 1, 1994 indicated that the Committee agreed to pay aif
invoices hilled after October 15, 1994 within 60 days and to et Saturn rent two donor lists until Saturn had receved
“sufficicnt income to pay off the $33.000.00 accounts receivable balance.™ Another letter from Sauun 1o the
Committee dated November 15, 1995 noted the Committee's unpaid balance of $39,190.66, and enclosed o
statement listing invoices dated between 1993 and 1995, and a proposcd payment agreement. In addition, a
menorandum from the Committee to Saturn, dated August 2, 1990, discussed mercasing the monthly pavient to
S1000 & month, and Saturn’s response, dated August 5, 1990, stated that the Committee "needs o addiess paving us
a lintle faster.” Further, a letter from Satun to the Conimttee dated March 12, 2001 enclosed an aceounts weeen able
stateruent listing invoices between 1993 and 1997 and stated that the Comminies owed Saturm $30,869 42 and Saimn
wanted “te wark out a paynwent plan on this very old dehe.”

I . . . .
Morcaver, even before the April 2000 amendment, it appeared that sy o the corposate vemdons had oot m
fact forgiven Conunittee debts based on the simbarity in the amoums the Conzazttee repentad oned o those vemdons
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betore and alter the reported adjustments amd the congruence betseen those anounts snd the Committes™s sehedides

ol accounts payable as of 1997,
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Based on the information obtained from Saturn and Diversified indicating that: they did
not forgive the Committee’s debts, it does not appear that the Committee received p-i'ohibite_c_i
contributions from those vendors. Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission find
no probable cause to believe that. the Committee violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by accepting
prohibited contributions from those vendors. However, information is not available conce.ming
the Committee’s debt to ASA, which appears to t;e out of business.’! The appar.ent connection of
the Committee’s treasurer, Ann E. W. Stone, to ASA and the lack of alee information
concerning the Committee’s debt to this vendor raises questions about whether the extension of
credit by ASA was in the ordinary course of business and whetiler ASA forgave any amount of

the Committec's debt* See 11 C.F.R. §§ 116.3 and 116.4. Because insufficient information
concerning ASA’s extension of credit to the Committee is available to clarify whether it was in
the ordinary course of business and wﬁether ASA forgave the Committee’s debt, this Office
recomme.nds that the Commission take no further action with respect to the Committe'e’s receipt

of a prohibited contribution from this vendor.

# The Commiitiee did not provide information concerning any of the vendors: information conceming the

Committee’s debts was obtained from Saturn and Diversified but not from ASA.
v Aun [ W, Stone. the treasurer of the Conumittee, was also the founder, President. Treasumer amd registered
agent of ASA. See Dun & Bradsireet Report Quly 200 2000). The Virginia State Commerce Comnussion terminated
ASAs carporate existence as of Septeber 1, 1997 (o failure to pay the annual corporate registration fee
Inforniation available to this Office indicates that ASA stopped conducting business in February 1997 alier the
Internal Revenue Service seized ASA s hank accounts. Documents reviewed during the audit indicate that in 1996,
the Conpnitice sent payments due 1o ANA 10 the Inleima) Revenue Service imsienl. Accondng to leliers lrom the
Committer to the Reports Analysis Pivision, it the regquest of the Internal Revenue Seivice, the Connmitiee™s

pay ments 1 ASA were niude to the lntemal Revenue Seivice in pavient of ANAs debit o them,
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Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission find no probable cause to
believe that Republicans for Choice Political Action Committee and Ann E. W. Stone, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by knowingly accepting prohibited contri-butioné' in the
form of forgiveness of debts from Saturn Corporation and Diversified Data Pmcessii.lg &
Consulting, Inc. dba Diversified Data & Communications, Inc. This Office also recommends
that the Commission take no further action conceming the receipt by the Republicans for Choice

Political Action Committee and Ann E. W. Stone, as treasurer, of prohibited contributions from

~ Ann E. W. Stone & Associates in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

IIl. GENERAL COUNSEL'S RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

0.
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7.  Find no probable cause to believe that Republicans for Choice Political Action Committee

and Ann E. W. Stone, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by knowingly accepting
prohibited contributions in the form of forgiveness of debts from Saturn Corporation and
Diversified Data Processing & Consulting, Inc. dba Diversified Data & Communications,
Inc.; and .

8.  Take no further action concerning the receipt by the Republicans for Choice Political

Action Committee and Ann E. W. Stone, as treasurer, of prohibited contributions from
Ann E. W, Stone & Associates in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

2 (1/0 2 &{_’ZQAZ:

Date Lawrence H. Norton
General Counsel



